Comparison of the accounts of the debate in the three versions
5 Pinyin system is used for transliteration.
4
The Blessed One said: -I now proclaim: ‗Material form is impermanent and also without self. Through provisional synthesis, material form comes into being, is not real, nor firm or solid, just like a snow-lump, is subject to extinction, and subject to change.'
5 -In that case, Aggivessana, I
shall ask you a question in return.
The Buddha told Aggivessana:
-I shall ask you a question. The Buddha is here suggesting that the aggregates are not self because they lack one of the essential characteristics of selfhood-being susceptible to (2002: 96, 102) elucidates the relationship between the jīva and the body understood in Jainism: -Through the accumulation of atoms brought about by karma, the jīva forms a body. … At death, the jīva leaves its body and progresses to its next place of birth.‖ As J.L. Brockington (1996: 82) indicates, the jīva is absolutely distinct from the body although it is tied to the body by its karma. If
Saccaka was a Jain, he would by no means assert: -A person has material form, or the body, as jīva.‖ (2) If material form in our text refers to both -internal elements‖ and -external elements‖, that is, substance or material in general, when Saccaka says: -A person has material form as self (i.e. jīva)‖, he implies that the jīva is a substance or material. This also goes against the Jain doctrine of soul. Paul Dundas (2002: 97) points out that the jīva is non-substance, formless and pure consciousness.
According to the Jain texts, the jīva is not paudgalika (material) and is arūpa (formless). 
Conclusion
From the above comparison of the three versions of the same text it can be inferred that the Chinese Ekottarika Āgama is, in terms of sectarian affiliation, considerably distant from the Pali Majjhima Nikāya and the Chinese Saṃyukta Āgama, which must belong to two closely related schools. This will be discussed later.
Although Saccaka's title, the Nigaṇṭha's son, denotes a Jain, his view as criticized in 27 Griffiths 1983: 56; Gombrich 1987: 77. the two similar versions has nothing to do with Jainism, but rather it is probably an -invention‖ created by distorting Brahmanical thought. Therefore, the account in those two versions of the text apparently has some mistake.
This -invention‖ as
On the other hand, the Ekottarika Āgama version seems to make better sense, and On the other hand, the sectarian affiliation of the Ekottarika Āgama is controversial. It is ascribed to the Mahāsāṅghikas by Bareau (1955: 55 and 57), Lü (1963: 242) , Kumoi (1963: 248) , Ui (1965: 137-138) , Akanuma (1981: 38) , Bronkhorst (1985: 312-314) and Pāsādika (2008: 147-148 ), but to the Dharmaguptakas by Matsumoto (1914: 349) . On the other hand, both Hirakawa (1960: 48-49) and Nakamura (1980: 39) Kumoi, 1963: 248; Ui, 1965: 136; Hiraoka, 2000: 501. 30 Lü, 1963: 242; Enomoto, 1984. 31 Some scholars doubt that the Theravāda school of today is directly related to the original Theravāda (Sthavira [vāda] ) school. Ven. Yinshun (1994: preface & 36-38) 
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